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Foreword 

The present book is a slightly revised version of my dissertation presented to 
and accepted by the Protestant Theological Faculty of the University of Mün-
ster in the summer of 2016. My path from my home state of Texas to Münster 
was a long, complicated, and unexpected one that proved, to my great for-
tune, exceedingly worthwhile, due in no small part to the efforts and support 
of my Doktorvater, Prof. Dr. Hermut Löhr. Prof. Löhr showed great initial 
interest in this project at the prompting of an all too unsolicited email in 2012 
and welcomed me to a liberating climate of dedicated theological concern 
matched with freedom of inquiry and a demand for exegetical rigor. 
Throughout the research, Prof. Löhr offered incisive critique, questions, and 
promptings for further investigation that unfailingly produced new insights. 
Beyond all that I learned exegetically from my akademischer Lehrer, I per-
haps most appreciate that he welcomed a study that does not merely build 
upon his work, but that in one of its central arguments ultimately contradicts 
his own monograph on Hebrews. Not all students are so lucky. 

Perhaps out of a dedication to biblical studies for its own sake, or perhaps 
out of faintheartedness, I did not offer any extended theological reflection on 
the results of this study in the original dissertation and that remains the case 
here. The implications of the results appeared to speak for themselves. To my 
surprise, however, this struck readers in Germany as odd – the central text 
under consideration deals after all with the interpretation of human suffering! 
– and so I presently offer a few brief thoughts. Even though this book deals 
with Hebrews’ interpretation of suffering in 12:1–17, it focuses on the ethics 
of Hebrews as epitomized in that passage, and in so doing it comes into con-
tact, though only in a roundabout way, with Hebrews’ so-called warning 
passages. The book argues, among other things, that reading Hebrews’ warn-
ings in terms of being in or out fails to reckon with the underlying moral 
rigorism of Hebrews. The danger Hebrews addresses is not falling away ver-
sus keeping the faith, but living sinfully instead of “Christianly”. Moreover, 
according to Hebrews, the suffering of the believer, though not punitive in 
nature, serves to develop the sufferer in righteousness. 

This interpretation makes the hard knot of Hebrews – to borrow Luther’s 
words – all the more theologically and pastorally discomforting (though it 
appears to me that Luther understood the problem in a similar way in his 
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preface to Hebrews). Yet, at the same time this insight serves strikingly to tie 
together oft imagined tensions in the New Testament, such as between the 
grace of Paul and the legalism of Matthew. Hebrews, Matthew, and indeed 
Paul, all share the perspective that the way one behaves can impact one’s 
salvation. Seen in this way – and this view of things is increasingly being 
recognized – it is easier to understand how, in contrast to Luther’s strategy of 
pushing Hebrews toward the end of the canon, those responsible for the early 
manuscript P46 could place Hebrews directly after Romans. Hebrews, so un-
derstood, thus helps us to read the New Testament in a new light, even if 
some aspects of both the individual writing and the entire collection become 
thereby even more hermeneutically challenging, if not objectionable. 

I am thankful to have had the privilege of spending years on this topic and 
am grateful to those who played significant roles along the way. First, Dr. 
Herbert W. Bateman, IV supervised and fostered the identification and initial 
approach of the research question. Yet perhaps more importantly he took on a 
pastoral role and taught me that in times of great (spiritual) despair, the 
pragmatics of Hebrews might in some cases have positive effects. A pair of 
once fellow students were also key: My good friend Dr. Charles Martin was a 
daily conversation partner and mutual psychological support. He and I, to-
gether with Dr. Michael McKay, also met monthly as a Hebrews think tank in 
order to read and discuss our projects. I was privileged also to correspond by 
email with Dr. N. Clayton Croy, with whose work I interact in detail. He 
graciously read and critiqued some of my early engagement with his book 
and offered clarifications of his own views. Thanks are due also to my second 
reader, Prof. Dr. Christina Hoegen-Rohls, for her insights and evaluation, 
which informed my revisions, as well as to the editor of this series, Prof. Dr. 
Jörg Frey, for recommending the publication of the manuscript. Finally, my 
wife Adrienne has had to bear equally with the various forms of stress in-
volved with a doctoral program and she sacrificed much in the six years it 
took. Dedicating this book to her is embarrassingly little to offer her in love 
and appreciation.  
 
Bonn, June 2018 Phillip A. Davis, Jr. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

Writing on the anthropological study of religion, Clifford Geertz asserts: 
“Whatever else religion may be, it is in part an attempt (of an implicit and 
directly felt rather than explicit and consciously thought-about sort) to con-
serve the fund of general meanings in terms of which each individual inter-
prets his experience and organizes his conduct” (emphasis mine).1 There is 
perhaps no greater example of this two-fold aspect of religion in the Epistle 
to the Hebrews than the passage with which we primarily concern ourselves 
in the present study: 12:1–17. The author of the so-called epistle takes up the 
troubles and difficulties faced by the audience (10:32–34) and reinterprets 
this experience as παιδεία, discipline,2 from the divine father, God: “Endure 
for the purposes of discipline. God is dealing with you as sons. For what son 
is there whom a father does not discipline?” (12:7).3 But what is more, the 
author throughout interprets and explains the present existence and future 
hope of the audience by developing the significance of Jesus’ death and pro-
pitiatory work. All of this interpreting works together to conserve the 
worldview of an audience that over time has become dull in commitment 
(5:11–12; 6:11–12). Yet Heb 12:1–17 and indeed the entirety of Hebrews not 
only correspond to the interpretation aspect of Geertz’s definition, but both 
also display a concern with conduct. Thus, according to the passage, divine 
discipline, when approached with endurance (12:1–3, 7), ultimately functions 
to yield the peaceful fruit of righteousness (12:11), and the reinterpretation of 
the audience’s troubles leads to the exhortation to seek peace with all and 
sanctification (12:14). More pointedly, the author begins the entire chapter 
with the concern of putting off the encumbrance of sin and striving against it 

                                                 
1 Clifford Geertz, The Interpretation of Cultures (New York: Basic Books, 1973), 127.  
2 I have translated παιδεία as discipline since παιδεία and its related forms can range in 

meanings related to education, instruction, correction, and training. “Discipline” is suffi-
ciently vague an English term so as not to bias the discussion from the outset concerning 
how it should be understood in Heb 12. BDAG, s.v. “παιδεία”, “παιδεύω”; Georg Bertram, 
“παιδεύω, παιδεία, κτλ,” TDNT 5:596–625. NB: I have primarily used the English TDNT 
instead of the German original; however, in a few cases where the translation is poor – i.e. 
not immediately clear – or where I suspected the nuance of particular English words might 
mislead as to the German, I have consulted and cited TWNT. 

3 Translations mine, unless otherwise noted. 
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(12:1, 4). And just like the aspect of interpretation, the aspect of conduct also 
pervades the rest of Hebrews in the form of both specific moral directive and 
exhortation using the language of sin, obedience/disobedience, and faithful-
ness, among others. 

While from a theoretical perspective like that of Geertz the connection be-
tween conduct and interpretation of experience may be taken for granted, 
understanding this interplay in the case of Hebrews has proven quite difficult, 
particularly regarding 12:1–17. On the one hand, Hebrews generally may be 
viewed as grandiose theologically and pitifully weak ethically, particularly in 
light of its paucity of direct moral injunction. As Knut Backhaus puts it: “The 
theological mountain is in labor – but what is born is a moral mouse!”4 On 
the other hand, regarding Heb 12:1–17 specifically, there is a range of exeget-
ical opinion on several issues that may be considered moral or ethical. For 
example, there has been much discussion of whether divine discipline should 
be understood as punishment for sin or as non-punitive training or education. 
There is also difficulty in deciding the import of “sin” in 12:1, specifically 
whether or not it refers exclusively to apostasy. Sin in 12:4 is similarly un-
clear: it could refer to sin itself, within the individual or among the communi-
ty addressed, or it could refer to outside opposition like the sinners opposed 
to Jesus according to verse 3. We might also ask further, what is the “peace-
ful fruit of righteousness” mentioned in 12:11 as a result of divine discipline? 
On the question of discipline, the majority of recent publications rightly agree 
that divine, fatherly discipline functions not as punishment for sin and 
wrongdoing, as the quotation of Prov 3:11–12 might initially suggest, but 
rather as educative, “non-punitive” training in virtue. Under the “non-
punitive” rubric, however, it can be more difficult to account satisfactorily for 
the strong language of sin, righteousness, immorality, and godlessness found 
scattered through verses 1–17, especially in light of the development of such 
themes elsewhere in Hebrews. That is not to say that those taking the non-
punitive understanding of discipline neglect the moral concepts of Hebrews 
12 – besides, training and education in the ancient world involved the devel-
opment of virtue – but rather that the interpretation gives rise to different 

                                                 
4 Knut Backhaus, “How to Entertain Angels: Ethics in the Epistle to the Hebrews,” in 

Hebrews: Contemporary Methods – New Insights, ed. Gabriella Gelardini (Atlanta: Society 
of Biblical Literature, 2005), 149. The original German reads: “Es kreißt der theologische 
Berg, und er gebiert eine moralische Maus!” See Knut Backhaus, “Auf Ehre und Gewis-
sen! Die Ethik des Hebräerbriefs,” in Der sprechende Gott: Gesammelte Studien zum 
Hebräerbrief, WUNT 240 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009), 215. I am grateful to Prof. Dr. 
Christina Hoegen-Rohls for making me aware that this is an allusion to Horace’s Ars 
poetica 139: parturient montes, nascetur ridiculus mus – the mountains will be in labor 
and a ridiculous mouse will be born. Horace thus warns against beginning a work by prom-
ising more than can be delivered. The line itself alludes to Aesop’s fable of the mountain in 
labor (fable 520 in Perry’s edition). 
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exegetical problems that deserve a fresh look in light of the moral thought of 
Hebrews as a whole. 

So, what is the relation between divine discipline and ethics or morality in 
Hebrews, especially if such parental discipline plays no punitive role? More-
over, how can we interpret the moral terms of 12:1–4 and 12:12–17 alongside 
the corrective-sounding tones of the quotation of Prov 3:11–12 employed in 
Heb 12:5–6? Finally, how do the argument and ethics of our passage relate to 
ethical argument elsewhere in Hebrews? In answering these questions, the 
present study contends that the moral thought of Hebrews is far from mouse-
like, but rather that a moral concern underlies the entirety of the work.5 That 
is, the key question of whether the audience will persevere or apostatize is 
addressed throughout Hebrews in terms of choosing sin or faithful righteous-
ness. In Heb 12, the paradigm of fatherly divine discipline encourages the 
audience to endure by viewing their situation as a natural, though painful, 
feature of sonship, but at the same time this implies the need for ongoing 
submission to God in an educational process that ultimately develops the very 
virtue expected of the audience elsewhere in the book. 

I. Terms and Method 
 Terms and Method 
Before moving to the history of research, which will justify and identify the 
contribution of this particular treatment of Hebrews 12:1–17, a few words on 
terminology are in order. Ethics, morality, and ethos can be variously defined. 
Wayne Meeks, for example, understands ethics as “a reflective, second-order 
activity: it is morality rendered self conscious; it asks about the logic of moral 
discourse and action, about the grounds for judgment, about the anatomy of 
duty or the roots or structure of virtue.” Morality, according to Meeks, 
“names a dimension of life, a pervasive and, often, only partly conscious set 
of value-laden dispositions, inclinations, attitudes, and habits.” Thus for him, 
when a parent commands a child to behave, this is morality in so much as the 
behavior commanded is presupposed as proper, but if the child asks why he 
or she should behave, then the parent would enter the stage of ethics.6  

The problem with speaking of “ethics” in relation to the NT, of course, is 
that the NT writings do not engage in this second-order activity of reflecting 
on moral discourse systematically, even if they do often offer a rationale for a 

                                                 
5 Backhaus in fact contributes to this in “Entertaining Angels,” though with a focus on 

Heb 13. 
6 Wayne A. Meeks, The Origins of Christian Morality: The First Two Centuries (New 

Haven: Yale, 1993), 3–5; cf. Leander E. Keck, “Rethinking ‘New Testament Ethics,’” JBL 
115 (1996): 7. 



4 Chapter 1: Introduction  

 

given exhortation.7 Ruben Zimmermann has rightly argued in several publica-
tions that “implicit and sometimes explicit reasons as well as the argumenta-
tive recourse to certain ethical maxims and norms underlie the individual 
paraenesis.”8 This is particularly evident in Hebrews. Although explaining the 
relationship of its supposed expository (or doctrinal) and exhortatory passag-
es is a perennial problem in scholarship, in some cases the exposition clearly 
lays the groundwork for an exhortation.9 For example, the exposition of Je-
sus’ greatness over the angels in Heb 1 leads to the exhortation in 2:1–4 to 
give greater devotion to the message of Jesus since the consequences of ne-
glecting it are greater than the consequences of neglecting the message deliv-
ered by angels. Based on similar observations particularly in the Pauline cor-
pus, Zimmermann has developed a method of analyzing and making explicit 
the “implicit ethics” of a text. He defines implicit ethics as “precisely the 
ethics of the text, revealed through language, norms, and forms of ethical 
reflection, that is [sic] placed at the center of the analysis.”10 The method 
involves eight interrelated, though separable parts,11 but for Zimmermann, 
ethical analysis of a biblical text is “in the first instance a precise description 
of the ethical language and plausibility strategies of the text itself.”12  

                                                 
7 Keck, “Rethinking,” 7, depicts such “moral reasoning” as a mixture of ethics and mo-

rality, and like Ruben Zimmermann (see below), speaks of making such rationale explicit 
in the analysis of a text. 

8 Ruben Zimmermann, “Ethics in the New Testament and Language: Basic Explorations 
and Eph 5:21–33 as Test Case,” in Moral Language in the New Testament, ed. Ruben 
Zimmermann and Jan G. van der Watt, WUNT II/296 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010), 
22; cf. idem, “Jenseits von Indikativ und Imperativ: Entwurf einer ‘impliziten Ethik’ des 
Paulus am Beispiel des 1. Korintherbriefes,” TLZ 132 (2007): 273.  

9 See, e.g., Frank Matera, “Moral Exhortation: The Relation between Moral Exhortation 
and Doctrinal Exposition in the Letter to the Hebrews,” TJT 10, no. 2 (1994): 196–82; 
James W. Thompson, “The Underlying Unity of Hebrews,” ResQ 18 (1975): 129–36. 

10 Ruben Zimmermann, “How to Read Biblical Texts Ethically” (paper presented at the 
Annual Meeting of the SBL, San Diego, CA, 23 November 2014), 2–3. Zimmermann 
presents the method also in “Ethics in the New Testament and Language,” 19–50 and in 
“Jenseits,” 259–84. 

11 In brief, the model asks about (1) the linguistic forms, such as imperatives and horta-
tory subjunctives; (2) norms, maxims, principles and values for action; (3) the tradition-
historical context of norms and moral instances; (4) the prioritization of different values 
(what is better or worse?); (5) ethical argumentation or structure of motives, for example 
the use of deontological or teleological argumentation; (6) the ethical subject, that is, the 
group or individuals who make ethical judgments; (7) the resulting lived ethos; and (8) the 
field of application for a given norm or judgment. See Zimmermann, “Ethics in the New 
Testament and Language,” 24–28; idem, “Jenseits,” 274–76. 

12 Zimmermann, “How to Read,” 11. So also Hermut Löhr, who states: “a study of im-
plicit New Testament ethics has to begin with a description of the moral language, the 
terms and categories used, the exposition of the argument, and the rhetorical techniques 
applied.” See Hermut Löhr, “The Exposition of Moral Rules and Principles in the Pauline  
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This is the sort of task we will undertake in a significant portion of this 
study. Instead of morality or ethics in the senses reflected in Meeks’s defin-
tions, we want to investigate Hebrews’ moral thought,13 which includes its 
norms, values, commands, rules, the should’s, and the ought-to’s,14 all under-
stood within the argument of the text and the language used to express it.15 
Since this approach seeks to make explicit the rationale as well as the norms, 
rules, etc., it would become tedious to distinguish constantly between such 
words as “ethical” or “moral”; therefore, we will treat the words ethics and 
morality, together with their derivatives, as interchangeable, but all under the 
heading of moral thought. While moral thought refers to the entire picture of 
“morality” in Hebrews conveyed by its argument, this study focuses much 
attention on the details of the language used in order to develop such moral 

                                                 
Letters: Preliminary Observations on Moral Language in Earliest Christianity,” in Moral 
Language in the New Testament: The Interrelatedness of Language and Ethics in Early 
Christian Writings, ed. Ruben Zimmermann and Jan G. van der Watt, WUNT II/296 (Tü-
bingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010), 198. 

13 Hermut Löhr has suggested the term “moral thought”, and it is a convenient way of 
superseding the contested usage of the terms morality and ethics. On the one hand, morali-
ty, as reflected in Meeks’ definition, can connote the mundane proper behavior of daily 
life. For example, the statement “he’s a good guy” gives the impression that a certain man 
is moral (to use the term in the colloquial fashion); that is, he is an upstanding, trustworthy 
individual in society, who does not lie, cheat, or steal. On the other hand, ethics, again as 
reflected in Meeks’ definition, can connote the academic, esoteric, and philosophical re-
flection about the values of individuals and society that has little relation to the concerns of 
the NT. The NT may contain reflection on morality as well as mundane rules of behavior, 
but often, and Hebrews is a good example, the NT writings are trying to convince their 
respective audiences to take very particular, situation-specific courses of action. “Moral 
thought” thus has the advantage of moving beyond the mundane, while at the same time 
avoiding the esoteric. See Löhr, “Exposition of Moral Rules and Principles,” 197 n. 2. On 
page 198, Löhr rightly points to the possible negative connotation of morals or morality as 
unreflective, bourgeois rules of behavior. 

14 This follows van der Watt’s treatment of ethics as commands or rules, as evidenced in 
‘ought to’ or ‘should’ language. Our definition is a bit broader in adding the aspect of 
moral reasoning. Jan G. van der Watt, “Ethics and Ethos in the Gospel According to John,” 
ZNW 97 (2006): 151.  

15 Most recently, Susanne Luther has employed a similar, though more wide-ranging, 
approach to her study of New Testament speech-ethics (Sprachethik). For Luther, Spra-
chethik firstly concerns NT conceptions of morally good and bad speech, but importantly, 
it also involves the careful observation of the discourse and language employed in com-
municating what kind of speech is good and bad. She writes: “Gegenstand der vorliegen-
den Studie sind daher Paränesen zur rechten Verwendung von Sprache im zwischen-
menschlichen Kontext, die in unterschiedlichen Formen und Textgattungen des Neuen 
Testaments vermittelt werden, sowie deren ethisch reflektierte Begründungs- und Motivie-
rungsstrategien” (emphasis original). Susanne Luther, Sprachethik im Neuen Testament: 
Eine Analyse des frühchristlichen Diskurses im Matthäusevangelium, im Jakobusbrief und 
im 1. Petrusbrief, WUNT II/394 (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2015), 11; cf. 1–66. 
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thought. Accordingly, moral language refers more specifically to the gram-
matical and syntactical forms used to express the commands, rules, should’s 
and ought-to’s – e.g., imperatives and hortatory subjunctives – as well as to 
significant morally loaded terms and categories, such as sin or righteous-
ness.16 More concretely, it is through this sort of analysis that we want to 
answer such questions as, what does it mean to be righteous according to 
Hebrews? Why is sin portrayed as the audience’s opponent? Why does the 
author single out sexual immorality as a particularly dangerous sin (12:16; 
13:4)? What sort of moral character does παιδεία build in the audience, ac-
cording to the author, and how does this character contrast with their pre-
conversion lives? That is not to say, though, that Hebrews builds an ethical 
system which would guide ethical decision-making. Rather, the study asks 
about the coherence of claims concerning such things as sin and righteous-
ness together with the author’s commands and exhortations. 

A bit more complicated for our purposes, though to some extent helpful, is 
the term ethos. Geertz distinguishes between worldview and ethos, defining 
ethos as “the tone, character, and quality of [a people’s] life, its moral and 
aesthetic style and mood; it is the underlying attitude toward themselves and 
their world that life reflects.” Reflection is key in this definition, since Geertz 
writes as an anthropologist and thus depends on observation in order to un-
derstand the ethos of those peoples he studies. By contrast, worldview is 
cognitive and existential; it is a people’s “picture of the way things in sheer 
actuality are, their concept of nature, of self, of society.”17 Clearly, Geertz’s 
anthropologically oriented definition entails a problem for the NT scholar: the 
people groups the NT scholar wishes to study are not available for observa-
tion. 

Nevertheless, NT scholarship has also picked up on an interest in ethos. 
The definition of Michael Wolter is a convenient example: 

Unter einem Ethos verstehe ich einen Kanon von institutionalisierten Handlungen, die 
innerhalb eines bestimmten sozialen Systems in Geltung stehen. Ihnen wird Verbindlich-
keit zugeschrieben, weil allererst durch solche Handlungen eine bestimmte Gruppe als 
solche erkennbar und erfahrbar wird.18  

                                                 
16 Cf. the quotation from Löhr in note 12 above. In Zimmerman’s construal, analysis of 

moral language includes also the analysis of the logic of an ethical statement. This is not to 
be overlooked, as such consideration belongs to any good exegesis. For the purposes here, 
an even more basic and specific definition of moral language is expedient for referring to 
the author’s actual words or grammatical and syntactical forms without in each case also 
pointing to the argument. See Zimmerman, “Ethics in the New Testament and Language,” 
28–36. 

17 Geertz, Interpretation, 126–27.  
18 Michael Wolter, “Identität und Ethos bei Paulus,” in Theologie und Ethos im frühen 

Christentum: Studien zu Jesus, Paulus und Lukas (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009), 127.  
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Wolter goes on to describe the term under two aspects, a material aspect and 
a functional aspect. Materially, the actions under an ethos are unchangeable, 
clear, and repeatable, and they do not have to be reworked or re-justified. 
Functionally, an ethos brings the distinct identity of a particular group into 
view. It distinguishes the group from outsiders, and as Wolter further points 
out, any social entity existing under a larger society must delineate itself from 
outsiders and it must have ways of facilitating the coexistence of its mem-
bers.19 In this sense, ethos is more specific for Wolter than for Geertz, but it is 
nevertheless quite a bit broader than ethics or morality as employed in this 
study. 

On the one hand, the term ethos is helpful in the functional aspect; in fact, 
studies by Backhaus, Dunning, and Thompson have already contributed to 
such interests in Hebrews in that they have sought to understand the social 
function of Hebrews’ moral injunctions.20 On the other hand, trying to de-
scribe the material ethos of Hebrews, whether the unchangeable, clear, and 
repeatable (Wolter), or the tone, character, and quality of life (Geertz), would 
be difficult, as one would have to look behind the text to find the behavior of 
the community, a community that has proven difficult to describe with much 
precision. Moreover, what the addressees actually do is a different thing from 
what the author expects or prescribes.21 Though we are interested in the con-
dition of the audience, it is unlikely that we can uncover their habits to any 
great extent. Much more accessible is the way the author portrays the audi-
ence and what he expects of them. Even if we wanted to describe the ideal 
ethos offered by the author we would have difficulty going into much detail. 
Even though the author does prescribe such repeatable practices as meeting 
together and encouraging one another, much of what he commands appears 
contingent upon the particular situation that prompted him to write. Instead, 
for our purposes it is better to stay with the moral thought of Hebrews. Then 
we are on surer ground of describing what is available – the ethical rules, 

                                                 
19 Wolter, “Identität und Ethos,” 128, 129. 
20 Backhaus, “How to Entertain Angels,” 149–75; Benjamin Dunning, “The Intersection 

of Alien Status and Cultic Discourse in the Epistle to the Hebrews,” in Hebrews: Contem-
porary Methods – New Insights, ed. Gabriella Gelardini (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Liter-
ature, 2005), 177–98; James W. Thompson, “Insider Ethics for Outsiders: Ethics for Aliens 
in Hebrews,” ResQ 53 (2011): 207–19. See also the discussion of “insider ethics for out-
siders” in chapter 2 below. 

21 As Keck notes, New Testament ethics comprises the ethics of New Testament texts. 
Thus, he offers the reminder that “The New Testament as canon, like its constituent pieces 
before they were canonized, not only expresses the faith and ethos of early Christianity but 
also addresses them in order to correct them.” Keck, “Rethinking,” 4–5. A further problem 
for trying to describe the ethos of Hebrews would be the question of whether the author is 
an ongoing, though presently removed, member of the community addressed, or whether 
his ideas would be reflective of a different group. 
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language, and rationale – without attempting to reconstruct the ethos of the 
addressees.22 

Overall, Geertz’s notion of thick description offers some sense – though 
limited by the considerations above – to what we seek to undertake here re-
garding the moral thought of Hebrews and its relation to divine discipline in 
Heb 12. Thick description, according to Geertz, involves not simply describ-
ing what people do within a culture, but interpreting the actions intelligibly; 
the thick describer wants to interpret what his or her subjects are “up to” and 
systemize those interpretations.23 That is what we will try to do with regard to 
Heb 12:1–17 in its literary and cultural context. We want to describe the mor-
al thought of Hebrews in such a way that we understand what the author is 
really getting at, reconstructing the inner world and rationale of Hebrews’ 
ethics.24 “A good interpretation of anything […] takes us into the heart of that 
of which it is the interpretation”, Geertz writes. “When it does not do that, but 
leads us instead somewhere else […] it may have its intrinsic charms; but that 
is something else than what the task at hand – figuring out what all that riga-
marole […] is about – calls for.”25 What then is all the rigamarole about with 
divine discipline in Hebrews? 

II. Recent History of the Discussion 
Recent History of the Discussion 
Perhaps the question given the most recent attention in Heb 12:1–17 has been 
the question of whether discipline is to be understood as punitive or non-
punitive, whether it serves as punishment or education. In fact, there is a long 
history of discussion on the topic, but the question has become a standard 
point of consideration especially since the publication of N. Clayton Croy’s 
watershed monograph, Endurance in Suffering.26 Croy has argued, generally 
quite successfully, that discipline in Heb 12 is educational training in virtue 
and should not be understood as punishment for wrongdoing. Although his 
entire program has not achieved consensus status, the majority of important 
commentaries and studies have accepted it on the whole, and most of Croy’s 

                                                 
22 Van der Watt’s proposed definition of ethos as habitual personal behavior would in-

volve the same sorts of problems for this study as Wolter’s definition. Van der Watt, “Eth-
ics and Ethos,” 151. Cf. Löhr’s comments on the historical difficulties of investigating 
early Christian ethos. Löhr, “Moral Rules and Principles,” 197. 

23 Geertz, Interpretation of Cultures, 3–30. 
24 Cf. Richard B. Hays, The Moral Vision of the New Testament: A Contemporary In-

troduction to New Testament Ethics (New York: HarperOne, 1996), 4. 
25 Geertz, Interpretation of Cultures, 18.  
26 N. Clayton Croy, Endurance in Suffering: Hebrews 12:1–13 in its Rhetorical, Reli-

gious, and Philosophical Context, SNTSMS 98 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
1998). 
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critics accept at least parts of his thesis. Croy’s thesis is founded upon several 
major points: first, nowhere does the author express that the audience has 
done something wrong to warrant punishment; second, the athletic imagery 
throughout the passage evokes a view of discipline as positive training; and 
third, the punitive tones of the Prov 3:11–12 quotation do not receive re-
mention in the author’s exposition of the text. Despite the incisiveness of 
these points, a few scholars are not totally convinced. In part this is because 
of the focus on sin directly at the beginning of the passage in 12:1, 3–4, and 
in part because of the wisdom tradition of parental correction brought up by 
the use of Prov 3:11–12. Thus, either one may place an emphasis on sin and 
the immediately apparent background of the wisdom literature, or on the 
athletic imagery and the lack of a clear punitive construal of discipline in the 
text. This of course oversimplifies the various treatments, but it captures the 
interpretive tendencies evident not only in the research since Croy’s book was 
published, but also in the centuries of commentary before it. Whichever di-
rection one may tend toward, a sufficiently systematic accounting for the 
moral language of the passage is still lacking. Thus, the following will pri-
marily demonstrate the tendencies of the discussion since Croy, while also 
identifying the need for a more fully developed understanding of the moral 
language of 12:1–17 in order better to come to grips with the author’s imag-
ined results of discipline and their purpose. Since there already exists a full 
history of the discussion elsewhere,27 we begin here with the studies devoted 
to our passage from the 20th century before turning to Croy’s monograph and 
its reception. 

1. Major 20th Century Contributions 

First, Werner Jentsch’s 1951 study on early Christian educational thought 
offers some useful analysis of our passage.28 Jentsch reads Heb 12 from a 
heilsgeschichtlich perspective, and draws a sharp distinction between what he 
sees as the salvific concern of Heb 12 and the purpose of suffering according 
to the Stoics, his primary point of comparison. Jentsch gives much attention 
to the father-son relationship described in 12:4–11, understanding παιδεία as 
Züchtigung and considering such discipline to have a corrective function that 
specifically leads to repentance. It bears recognition, however, that the author 
does not specifically say that this discipline should result in repentance in 
chapter 12, and if anything, repentance would be excluded by Hebrews alto-
gether (6:4–6; 10:26; especially 12:17). Interestingly, Jentsch equates the 
purpose of discipline, a share in God’s holiness, to salvation specifically. This 

                                                 
27 See the extensive history of research offered by Croy, Endurance, 4–35. 
28 Werner Jentsch, Urchristliches Erziehungsdenken: Die Paideia Kyriu im Rahmen der 

hellenistisch-jüdischen Umwelt (Gütersloh: Bertelsmann, 1951), 161–68.  
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is an interesting proposal since sin, which would lead in the opposite direc-
tion from salvation (10:26), plays such a prominent role in 12:1–4. Neverthe-
less, further study would have to review whether such an equation of holiness 
and salvation per se is really warranted. This discipline unto salvation con-
trasts quite markedly, according to Jentsch, with Stoic conceptions of misfor-
tune (Unglück). Although Seneca can write, “God hardens, reviews, and dis-
ciplines those whom he approves, whom he loves”,29 the overarching purpose 
of suffering for the Stoics is rather to become the Idealmensch, who over-
comes the self and comes to recognize providence in nature and to live in 
harmony with it. For Jentsch this conception is far different from the NT 
understanding of God and of salvation history. His salvation-historical ap-
proach as a system applied to the passage is questionable, but his concern 
with salvation and the father-son relationship nevertheless deserve further 
attention. The differences Jentsch shows between Stoic conceptions of suffer-
ing are also important, but nevertheless, the passage makes no explicit refer-
ence to repentance, except where it is excluded (12:17), and so there remains 
an opening for a closer relationship to Stoic thought than Jentsch allows. 

In his 1981 dissertation, Farai K. Gambiza offers an analysis of παιδεία 
and τελείωσις in Hebrews.30 He observes some differences between the treat-
ment of Jesus’ suffering and the suffering of the audience in Hebrews. Ac-
cording to him, Jesus suffers unto perfection for the fulfillment of his priestly 
office. He argues that the audience is never said to suffer unto perfection, but 
rather to suffer παιδεία as instruction, correction, discipline, and punishment. 
Still, he does view perfection as the ultimate goal, but suffering itself specifi-
cally serves a purgative or educational role.31 Gambiza sees suffering as 
something which the audience must accept as a necessary part of their path. 
Though Gambiza’s definition of παιδεία remains loose and unclear, and his 
conception of the perfection of believers as different from the perfection of 
Jesus seems imprecise,32 he rightly draws a number of issues in Hebrews 
together. For example, he takes seriously the description of the audience as 
needing to learn the discernment of good and evil, and notes that acceptance 
of παιδεία is not inactivity, but rather implies good works and service to God 
and others.33 The coherence of such good works together with the purposes of 

                                                 
29 Prov. 4.7 (Basore, LCL). 
30 Farai K. Moyo Gambiza, “Teleiosis and Paidea as Interpretation of Sufferings: The 

Perfecting of Jesus and the Disciplining of Christians in the Letter to the Hebrews” (ThD 
diss., Christ Seminary - Seminex, 1981).  

31 Gambiza, “Teleosis and Paideia,” 65–66. 
32 That the “mature” are the ones for whom solid food is suitable in 5:14 (τελείων δέ 

ἐστιν ἡ στερεὰ τροφή) would seem to militate against too strong a distinction between 
Jesus’ perfection and that of the audience. 

33 Gambiza, “Teleosis and Paideia,” 67–68. 
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discipline, however, requires further elaboration, together with more preci-
sion on the definition of παιδεία.  

Stephen P. Logan’s dissertation, “The Background of ‘ΠΑΙ∆ΕΙΑ’ in He-
brews,”34 investigates both the Greco-Roman and Jewish backgrounds of 
παιδεία and compares them with Hebrews. Logan argues that the author of 
Hebrews has been influenced by a mixture of these two backgrounds. He-
brews, accordingly, shows formal parallels with developments in Greco-
Roman education in that παιδεία forms an individual according to a goal. For 
example, showing a relationship between ἀρετή and παιδεία, Logan points out 
that when ἀρετή was conceived of as readiness for battle, as in Sparta, then 
παιδεία would take the shape of military and gymnastic training.35 Hebrews 
corresponds to this in that παιδεία should produce perfection.36 Regarding the 
Jewish backgrounds, Hebrews exhibits similarities in tying παιδεία to divine 
discipline and God’s loving fatherhood. The key difference Hebrews displays 
from the otherwise typical Jewish conception is that in Hebrews it is not a 
response to sin.37 Instead, παιδεία “is necessary to bring a person or group to 
a desired end without regard for any wrong doing.”38 

Logan contributes a comprehensive survey of background passages, and he 
clearly and fairly delineates the differences and similarities between Hebrews 
and the relevant primary literature. Logan has thus made a strong and specific 
case for how the author of Hebrews was influenced by his cultural milieu. 
However, the dissertation evinces some weaknesses in considering the prob-
lems the audience faces and the use of Proverbs in the passage. First, while 
Logan rightly maintains that the audience is failing to move forward in obe-
dience and toward perfection, he fails to consider the possible significance of 
sin in 12:1, which is singled out as something to be put off in order to run 
with endurance, and the need of the audience to learn to discern good from 
evil in 5:14.39 Logan treats obedience as simply perseverance in faith and 
suffering and disobedience as just shrinking back,40 but this is likely too sim-
plistic. We must ask whether the mention of good and evil and sin have any 
relation to why the audience is suffering or what function suffering has.  

                                                 
34 Stephen P. Logan, “The Background of ‘ΠΑΙ∆ΕΙΑ’ in Hebrews” (PhD diss., Southern 

Baptist Theological Seminary, 1986). 
35 Logan, “Background,” 216. Two works primarily inform Logan’s discussion of back-

grounds, Werner Jaeger, Paideia: The Ideals of Greek Culture, trans. Gilbert Highet, 3 
vols. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1944–45) and H.I. Marrou, A History of Educa-
tion in Antiquity, trans. George Lamb (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1982). 

36 Logan, “Background,” 217. 
37 Logan, “Background,” 219. 
38 Logan, “Background,” 220. 
39 Logan, “Background,” 146–52, 162–63.  
40 Logan, “Background,” 184, 184 n. 224. 
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Second, Logan offers a concise interpretation of Heb 12:4–13, but gives 
little attention to how the author employs the Old Testament quotation or 
allusions (Prov 3:11–12; Isa 35:3; Prov 4:26).41 In comparing Philo and He-
brews, however, Logan asks a fascinating question: why do Hebrews and 
Philo (Cong. 177) both cite Prov 3:11–12 when it only appears elsewhere in 
the Second Temple literature in Pss. Sol. 3:4?42 He seems to recognize the 
importance of the quotation, but does not explain why it is important. Logan 
dismisses the influence of Philo on Hebrews as an explanation, citing the 
differences between their views of discipline. According to Logan, Philo sees 
discipline as preventing sin, whereas Hebrews does not.43 However, Hebrews 
does have a concern with sin. Even if discipline serves no punitive role, there 
may still be sufficient similarity between Philo and Hebrews to explain their 
choice of quotation, whether by means of influence or similar, yet independ-
ent, readings of the OT passage by both ancient authors. 

In the next study, Learning through Suffering, Charles Talbert presents 
both the Jewish and Greco-Roman ideas of suffering as education, which he 
characterizes as facilitating moral and spiritual development.44 He then com-
pares them to Hebrews and to other parts of the NT. Talbert starts with educa-
tional suffering in Judaism, which he claims usually views educational suffer-
ings as correction of misdeeds, but for the benefit of the sufferer and always 
out of God’s love. For example, according to Sir 18:13, “the mercy of a man 
is for his neighbor, but the mercy of the Lord is for all flesh, rebuking, train-
ing, teaching [ἐλέγχων καὶ παιδεύων καὶ διδάσκων], and turning them back, as 
a shepherd his flock.” Regarding Greco-Roman approaches to educational 
suffering, Talbert avers that struggles were “not so much correction of one’s 

                                                 
41 Logan, “Background,” 170. I use the term Old Testament in terms of the Protestant 

canon, instead of the Hebrew Bible or Jewish Scriptures. Since the author of Hebrews 
would have used a Greek version of these Scriptures, the term Hebrew Bible is less often 
appropriate in the present study. Yet, to refer always to the Septuagint would make some 
statements overly technical, for example when referring generally to the set of canonical 
books rather than to one version of them in particular. However, when specifically discuss-
ing the Hebrew or Greek, I then refer to the Hebrew Bible (HB) or Masoretic Text (MT) 
and Septuagint (LXX). The approach here, while reflective of my own religious tradition, 
is neither to overlook that this canon also constitutes the Jewish Scriptures, nor is it to 
overlook the anachronism of speaking of an Old Testament in the context of early Christi-
anity before the canonization of the NT. 

42 Actually Logan fails to see the allusion to Prov 3:11 in the Psalms of Solomon. He 
really asks why only Philo and Hebrews use the passage. Logan, “Background,” 214. 

43 Logan, “Background,” 213–15. 
44 Charles H. Talbert, Learning through Suffering: The Educational Value of Suffering 

in the New Testament and its Milieu (Collegeville, Minn.: The Liturgical Press, 1991). 
Thus, he isolates one ancient interpretation of suffering out of a number of others to dis-
cuss. The others he mentions are punishment for sin and suffering for the sake of others 
(see pages 9–10). 
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misdirection as in the mainstream of Jewish thought, but rather conditioning 
that builds one up for greater virtue.”45 Thus, Oedipus in Sophocles’ Oedipus 
coloneus says, “For I am taught by suffering to endure.”46 And Seneca, com-
paring God to a father in a way very close to Heb 12, writes: “Do you wonder 
if that God, who most dearly loves the good, who wishes them to become 
supremely good and virtuous, allots to them a fortune that will make them 
struggle?”47 For Talbert, then, Greco-Roman antiquity held to a different 
understanding of educative suffering and its results than Second Temple Ju-
daism, even though Talbert does acknowledge exceptions.48 

This two-fold scheme informs Talbert as he examines parts of the New 
Testament which deal with suffering as education. Regarding Hebrews, he 
believes the suffering of Jesus, because of his sinlessness (Heb 4:15), should 
be taken as development, similar to an athlete’s training. That is, Jesus did 
not learn obedience as if he learned not to disobey (5:8), but he learned obe-
dience “in the developing character of human existence (cf. Luke 2:52) with 
all its shocks and physical distresses, even unto death […].”49 However, the 
audience suffers correction for their misdirection. Talbert draws on the very 
language of Prov 3:11–12 in Heb 12:5–6, where terms of reproof (ἐλέγχω) 
and scourging (µαστιγόω) appear in connection with the audience’s παιδεία. 
So, for Talbert the language of parental correction, even if it only appears in 
the quotation, signals that the audience is facing corrective education.50  

Talbert’s work offers a clear overview of the general trends that appear in 
Greco-Roman and Jewish thought on suffering and applies them clearly and 
succinctly to the New Testament. As will be shown below, Croy demon-
strates some weaknesses to Talbert’s simple delineation between Greco-
Roman and Jewish approaches. Moreover, Croy argues that athletic imagery 
associated with so-called non-punitive approaches to suffering appears also 
where the author of Hebrews treats Prov 3:11–12 (Heb 12:1–4, 11–13), sug-
gesting the author of Hebrews does not presuppose wrongdoing on the part of 
the audience. This would then accord with how the author presents Jesus’ 
suffering. Not only so, but Talbert fails to explain what the audience has done 

                                                 
45 Talbert, Learning, 20.  
46 Oed. col. 7 (Storr, LCL). This is the translation Talbert uses. However, lines 7–8 are 

better translated, “suffering has taught me to be content” (στέργειν γὰρ αἱ πάθαι µε […] 
διδάσκει; cf. ἐξαρκέω in line 6). This interpretation is also reflected in the newer LCL 
translation by Lloyd-Jones. 

47 Prov. 2.6 (Basore, LCL).  
48 Moreover, he argues 4 Maccabees represents a synthesis of the two backgrounds, 

such that this Jewish text understands suffering not as correction but as training in virtue, 
but still in a Jewish framework of “obedience to God and the Law.” Talbert, Learning, 16–
17, 20–21. 

49 Talbert, Learning, 64, 73.  
50 Talbert, Learning, 71, 73.  
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wrong or where they have gone astray. Nevertheless, it is difficult to avoid 
the corrective sounding language of the quotation, and we might ask why the 
author would include this language if he lacked any concern with some misdi-
rection, and whether he has stated or hinted at any specific misdirection to be 
corrected. 

2. Endurance in Suffering 

Having now surveyed some of the more important works before Croy’s mon-
ograph, we turn our attention to Endurance in Suffering itself. Since the book 
has influenced the subsequent literature so thoroughly and will be an im-
portant dialog partner of this study, the following section will also serve to 
outline the most important arguments for the non-punitive, or educational 
view of παιδεία in Hebrews. The book begins with an extensive history of 
research, but Croy finds no contemporary consensus in commentaries or 
monographs and dissertations on παιδεία. However, he does discover several 
trends: 

First, although the athletic imagery of verses 1–3 is universally recognized, the full extent 
of it has not been developed, nor is it often appreciated as an integrating feature of verses 
1–13 […]. Secondly, since Hebrews 12.5–6 explicitly cites the book of Proverbs, the au-
thor’s understanding of suffering has primarily been interpreted via the matrix of Jewish 
wisdom literature. Greco-Roman interpretations of suffering, when they have entered the 
discussion at all, have usually been viewed in contrast to this Jewish matrix.51 

Thus, the book moves forward by examining suffering as an athletic contest 
and suffering as divine discipline in Greco-Roman and Jewish perspectives. 
Then, in the final main section of the book, Croy exegetes Heb 12:1–13 and 
argues that the exposition of Prov 3:11–12 fits more with a non-punitive ap-
proach to divine discipline than a punitive one. We will survey each of these 
parts in turn, elucidating the main points and evidence presented.  

First, Croy begins by examining the athletic imagery in Hebrews, with 
special reference of course to chapter 12. He argues that while 12:1–3 may 
have been slightly influenced by Jewish martyrology, the dominant influence 
is that of the athletic contest. Indeed, athletic imagery appears especially 
strongly in 12:1: “Therefore, let us also, since we have so great a cloud of 
witnesses surrounding us, by setting aside every weight, even the sin which 
so easily entangles us, run with endurance the race [ἀγῶνα] set before us.” 
Here occurs a specific reference to athletic contest, or a race, with the men-
tion of ἀγών. Altogether, the verse portrays a long distance run in the pres-
ence of many spectators, and in order to compete successfully, the athlete 
must remove his burdens. In 12:4 a compound of ἀγωνίζοµαι appears, where 
the readers are said to struggle against sin (ἀνταγωνιζόµενοι), and the com-

                                                 
51 Croy, Endurance, 35.  



 Recent History of the Discussion 15 

 

pound καταγωνίζοµαι appears in 11:33. Later, in 12:11, where the author 
explains his text from Proverbs, he writes that “all discipline seems at the 
time not to be joyful, but painful, but afterwards for those trained 
[γεγυµνασµένοις] by it, afterwards it yields peaceful fruit, namely righteous-
ness.” The use of γυµνάζω here evokes the idea of training in the gymnasia, 
and furthers the athletic train of thought. Finally, elsewhere the audience’s 
sufferings are characterized by the image of struggle or contest with the term 
ἄθλησις (10:32).52 For Croy this supports the claim that Jesus is set up not as 
an exemplary martyr but as an exemplary enduring athlete.53 

Moving ahead, Croy demonstrates that the use of athletic imagery in He-
brews accords with Greco-Roman moral exhortation.54 Though Croy surveys 
comments from many philosophers, including Plato and Aristotle, a few 
prominent and most helpful examples come from the Cynics and Stoics. Dio 
Chrysostom, for instance, relates the encounter of Diogenes with a man at the 
Isthmian games. Diogenes claims to have come to compete, but to compete 
against the toughest competitors, namely hardships. Diogenes goes on to say 
that the noble (γενναῖος) man “holds his hardships to be his greatest antago-
nists”, such as hunger, cold, and thirst. He shows no weakness even though 
he must “endure the lash or give his body to be cut or burned.”55 Moreover, 
Epictetus characterizes God as a physical trainer,56 and Seneca exhorts his 
reader to “win the way to victory in all our struggles” like an athlete tortured 
in training. But the reward “is not a garland or palm […] but rather virtue, 
steadfastness of soul, and a peace that is won for all time [virtus et firmitas 
animi et pax in ceterum parta] […].”57 So, the Greco-Roman philosophers 
employ athletic images to depict their understandings of suffering and hard-
ships. Yet, similar application of athletics appears in Jewish texts as well. 

In both Philo and 4 Maccabees, both of which exhibit strong Hellenistic in-
fluences, athletic imagery also appears. For example, Philo characterizes 
Moses and those under him as athletes of virtue, and the good man turning to 
God wins “a noble race” and proves to be “a victor in this grandest of all 
contests.”58 Similarly, 4 Maccabees describes the experience of the Jewish 
martyrs in terms of athletic contest: 

For truly the contest engaged in by them was divine, for then virtue, having tested them by 
their endurance, offered an award. The victory prize was incorruptibility in everlasting life. 
[…] The tyrant opposed them, and the world and humanity watched on. Piety won the 

                                                 
52 Croy, Endurance, 41–42.  
53 Croy, Endurance, 58–70.  
54 Croy, Endurance, 44.  
55 Virt. (Or. 8) 15, 16 (Cahoon, LCL).  
56 Diatr. 1.24.1; cf. 3.24.113.  
57 Ep. 78.16 (Gummere, LCL). See Croy, Endurance, 43–53. 
58 Praem. 4–5; Leg. 3.48 (Colson, LCL). 
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victory and crowned its own athletes. Who did not marvel at the athletes of the divine 
legislation? Who were not amazed? (17:11–12, 14–16).59 

Here similar concepts appear as in Heb 12, and while the focus here, as well 
as in Philo, is on virtue, the contestants are surrounded by spectators in their 
test of endurance, and their reward is long-lasting life, incorruption. 

In the next chapter, Croy examines divine suffering as understood in the 
Greco-Roman and Jewish traditions. He is particularly interested in whether 
one can find a sharp divide between the two traditions in their treatment of 
suffering. Though previous studies, and Talbert’s work in particular, had 
typically seen divine discipline in Greco-Roman works as non-punitive (or 
not presupposing guilt on the part of the sufferer) and Jewish treatments as 
punitive (or presupposing guilt on the part of the sufferer), Croy proves this 
dichotomy false. In both sets of sources both types of suffering can be found. 
However, Croy makes the point that with regard to Jewish literature, those 
who exhibit non-punitive understandings of suffering also show evidence of 
non-Jewish influences, for example the strongly Hellenistic 4 Maccabees and 
of course Philo.60 

Beginning with the Jewish literature, Croy reviews an extensive number of 
texts, analyzing them in terms of the punitive/non-punitive distinction. One of 
the most important examples of a punitive understanding of divine discipline 
is Prov 3:11–12 (LXX): “Son, do not regard lightly the discipline [παιδείας] 
of the Lord, and do not grow weary of his reproof. For whom the Lord loves 
he disciplines [παιδεύει], and he scourges every son he accepts.” The verses 
certainly appear to portray the image of a father correcting his son for wrong-
doing, and this image is intensified in the LXX in comparison to the Hebrew 
with the use of µαστιγόω. According to Croy, although παιδεία appears here 
in connection with punitive correction, παιδεία also appears in Proverbs with 
the non-punitive sense of instruction, for example in 4:1 (LXX): “Listen, 
sons, to the instruction [παιδείαν] of a father, and pay attention that you may 
come to know knowledge”, where not correction, but education is in mind.  

Fourth Maccabees and Philo also offer instructive examples. Whereas 2 
and 3 Maccabees generally understand calamities as punishment for sin (2 
Macc 5:17, 6:12–16; 3 Macc 2:13–20), 4 Maccabees offers a view that could 
be described as training in virtue: “We, most abominable tyrant, are suffering 
these things for the sake of divine discipline and virtue” (διὰ παιδείαν καὶ 
ἀρετὴν θεοῦ; 10:10; cf. 1:8; 7:22; 9:18). Elsewhere the author treats suffering 
as associated with piety: “Therefore those who gave over their bodies to suf-

                                                 
59 Gk.: Ἀληθῶς γὰρ ἦν ἀγὼν θεῖος ὁ δι’ αὐτῶν γεγενηµένος. ἠθλοθέτει γὰρ τότε ἀρετὴ δι’ 

ὑποµονῆς δοκιµάζουσα. τὸ νῖκος ἀφθαρσία ἐν ζωῇ πολυχρονίῳ. […] ὁ τύραννος ἀντηγωνίζετο, 
ὁ δὲ κόσµος καὶ ὁ τῶν ἀνθρώπων βίος ἐθεώρει, θεοσέβεια δὲ ἐνίκα τοὺς ἑαυτῆς ἀθλητὰς 
στεφανοῦσα. τίνες οὐκ ἐθαύµασαν τοὺς τῆς θείας νοµοθεσίας ἀθλητάς; τίνες οὐκ ἐξεπλάγησαν;  

60 Croy, Endurance, 132.  
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ferings for the sake of piety were not only marveled at by men, but were also 
were deemed worthy of a divine portion” (18:3; cf. 6:22; 9:6; 13:1–18). In the 
case of Philo, both non-punitive and punitive treatments of discipline appear. 
First, Cain receives the punishment of being “for ever in a state of dying”, of 
experiencing “sufferings unceasing” in return for fratricide.61 In De cherubim, 
however, Philo characterizes sufferings as the opportunity to strengthen a 
person in endurance. In fact, suffering is a fact of life, and so one should 
endure bravely and “fortify resolution” with “patience and endurance.”62 So, 
while suffering comes inevitably, Philo encourages a noble reaction to it, in 
which the sufferer establishes his virtues of endurance and patience. In fact, 
he also distinguishes between the pains a boxer experiences and the punish-
ing, painful blows imparted upon a slave or guilty free man. The boxer seeks 
to take pains in stride, while the guilty and the slave suffer passively (79–82).  

Thus, it has become clear from the foregoing that in the Jewish literature 
both punitive and non-punitive understandings of suffering occur. As Croy 
builds his case through the book, however, he sees closer parallels in He-
brews with the sense of suffering as training in virtue. While this idea appears 
in 4 Maccabees and in Philo, several important examples also appear in the 
Greco-Roman literature, especially from Seneca. 

To begin, however, Croy notes that sin could also serve as a source of suf-
fering even in the Greco-Roman literature. For instance, the ghost of Darius, 
in Aeschylus’s Persae, claims that his men suffer and will suffer more be-
cause they plundered “the images of the gods and set fire to temples” in 
Greece.63 Offering a moderate view, Plato suggests that poets should only 
attribute punishment to God if God metes it out in justice and if those pun-
ished profit from the punishment.64 As Croy points out: “Plato thus severely 
restricts the punitive view of suffering. Suffering can only be construed as 
divinely sent chastisement if it has some beneficial effect on those pun-
ished.”65 

As the chapter progresses, Croy discusses non-punitive suffering, but the 
discussion reaches its climax with Seneca. Seneca treats suffering in several 

                                                 
61 Praem. 70, 72 (Colson, LCL).  
62 Cher. 78 (Colson, LCL).  
63 Pers. 809–15 (Sommerstein, LCL).  
64 “But if any poets compose a ‘Sorrows of Niobe,’ the poem that contains these iam-

bics, or a tale of the Pelopidae or of Troy, or anything else of the kind, we must either 
forbid them to say that these woes are the work of God, or they must devise some such 
interpretation as we now require, and must declare that what God did was righteous and 
good, and they were benefited by their chastisement.” This is an exception to 379C: “For 
the good we must assume no other cause than God, but the cause of evil we must look for 
in other things and not in God” (Plato, Resp. 379C, 380A–B [Shorey, LCL]). Cf. Philo, 
Congr. 179. 

65 Croy, Endurance, 139. 


